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WF.MARKS 

Claims 1-5. 7-20 and 23-27 are pending and at issue. Clmms 10-17 and 23-27 

..e withdrawn, without preiudice to their reinstatement, as ^ 
AUofthependingclaimsstandrejectedonpriorartgroundsunder35U.S.C.§103. Claims 

1-5, 7-9 and 18-26 have been objected to based on various informalities. 

Claim Objections 

The applicant have amended .he claims to clarity *e recited subject maUer of 
claims 1 and 18, thereby obviating the objections to claims 1-5. 7-9 and 18-26. 

Prior Art Rejections 

jTifl'^ppTiHRnt Claim 1 

The office acUon rejects claim 1 based on a purported combination of the Sato 

patent and the newly-cited Rahn patent. Per the office action. Sato teaches the recited subject 
:tr^ceptSatodoesno..eachathirdlayerhavi.ga„indexofre,.c..on„ith.„.heran.c 

of 2 2 to 2 4 For this, the office action points to Rahn. 

The applicants traverse this rejection, and the purported combination, because 
.be office action fails to estabbsh p...fa.ie obviousness. M order to esU.blishpW™a/»c,. 
obviousness, theremus.be «.«.ofasu.sestion.omodifyap„ora«.^^^ 

.o combine «vo prior ar. references, and Ure sugges..on .o comb.ne or P™' ^ 

II be see, - example. re Ue.nUc.aK 50 U.S.P.Q.2d 1614, .6.7 

(Fed. Cir. .999), v.here Ae Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit stated: 

We have noted that evidence of a suggesrion. teaching 
or motivation to combine may flow fr"™ *e . Pnor art 

^ifer^es Uremselves, the "^^^J^V/CS^'tS 

in the art, or, in some cases, from the nature oi xnc p 



be solved... 

* * * 



The range of sources available, however, does not dimmish the 
JeTuSent for actual evidence. That is, the showing must be 
SraTparticular. Broad conclusory statements regarding 
Sie teaching of multiple references, standing alone, are not 
'evidence.' (emphasis added, citations omitted). 
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The office action identifies no teaching, suggestion or motivation for making 
the purported combination of the materials of Rahn w.th the configuration of Sato, as .s 
required to sustain an obviousness rejection. 

Moreover, no motivation to combine Rahn and Sato could be given. BoU, 
references are directed to different types of materials and use convenUonally-considered 
incompatible processing tectaiques. Rabn discloses an antireflective coa^g formed 
substrate made of SP-57. Scbot, glass (see column 3. liues 40-41). ~ ce 

.escribes an anfreflective coating made on a synthetic resin substrate. Whrle '""'^^ 
action has suggested tha, the technicues umque to these different substrates may be «>mb,ned 

way s discussed on pages 5 and 6 of the present application, these two techmqttes 
::c.„a,Uypo,„taway..omoneano.her.01as.subs.ratesare — to.^^^^^ 

processing which provides much ^eater latitude in the matenals that are used. W.th a gl^ 
ubstra.eforexamp,e,anantirenectionr,,m„i.hah,ghindexofrefiactionc.befo^^^ 

heating the glass substrate to very high temperatures, e.g., 300»C, as descnbed on page 5_ 
lines 20-22 of the present application. As a resuh of this high temperature processmg. 
in to use TiO. on a gl^s s„bs.ate, which in that example is reported as havmg an mdex 

of refraction of 2.3. 

,n contrast as explained page 5. Une 22 to page 6. line 2 of the present 
applicat,on, res,n subst^tes such as that of Sato are not amenable to such hi^ temperature 
processing. Prior to d,e present disclosure, resin substrates were processed at lower 
emperatures (e.g., SO"C) to form antireflection coatings. As des^bed. '-^^^ 
formation has limited the antireflection films fbrmed on synthetic resm substrates to an n^de 
of refracfon of 2.15 and lower. Sato even describes the distinctions betv.een morg««c glass 
substrate technology and plastic substrate technology. See. e.g.. Sato. col. 2, 11. 1-42. 

C3iven the differences between the processing techniques for glass and resin 
substrates, the applicants respectStUy assertthat not only is there no suggestion to combme 
Sato with Rahn. there would be no such teaching. 

Another distinction that points away from the purported combination is with 
respect to the mdex of refraction layer configurations of Rahn and Sato. Rahn. as shown m 
rIIs 2 and 4. describes a eonfigurahon where the glass substrate ,s immediately ad.acem 
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■ , . „„ 92 or 62 In contrast, Sato describes a resin 
a high index of refraction matenal, layer 22 _ ^ of refraction 

.hstratead3acen.a„ahrasion.a,.an^a.u^^^^^ 

-•'---°^*=r~,l:;lctionco„f.uratto„shet.eenthe.wowonia 
substrate, while Sato does not. The rndex ^ ^^^^^^.^^ ,^ 

appe^ to be .ncompatible, flmher evtdencmg the lack 

combine them. . . 

th. first film (nearest the substrate) has an index oi 
"rirlJetoachievefavorableopticalproperttes. 

P„rtbers.il,,.here.snoexpl3nationofho„o.„on.^^^^^^^^ 
.t„.c.nla.e o.„^^^^^ 

^g^estionornrobvatton. f^^ ' ^„ ^, „o. in the applicant's disclosure, 

expectation of success must be found n P ^^^^ ^^^^ ^.^ ^,„„g 

Bow aemica, Co., 837 F^d ^^^^^ „t obviousness. See Sectton 

^ he modified is m s~ » J ^ ^ he combined or 

2143.01 oftheM.P.E.P.,wh>ch states. Themere ^or art also suggests 

„oaifleddoes«,.render.heresultantcomb,„at.onb^^^^^^^ 

^ desirability of the combination." /» 916 F.2d 

1990)" (emphasis original). ™„ respectfully submit 

-------- rK:::— -iiy 

Urat the rejection of claim 1 is improper and traversed. R 



, , 7 5 and 7-9 depending from claim 1 are 
Furthermore, the rejecttons of claims 2-5 and 7 9 P 

teaches the recited subject matter or provi 



such subject matter. 
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Amended Claim 1 8 

Claim 18 has been amended to recited a method including "forming a third 
film as a layer next to the outermost layer which is opposite the substrate, where the third 
film has a refractive index within a range from 2.2 to 2.4." As outlined in the remarks above, 
none of the prior art teaches the use of such layers in a synthetic resin configuration. The 
office action has also commented that with respect to claim 1 8 the reference to the biasing 
voltage having a negative mean value and a positive maximum value was not previously 
recited. Claim 1 8 has been amended to recite "applying the bias supply electrode with a bias 
voltage having a negative mean value and a positive maximum value." None of the prior art 
teaches this subject matter either. The rejections of claim 18 and claims 19 and 20 depending 
therefirom are traversed and reconsideration is requested. 

Li view of the above amendment, applicant believes the pending application is 
in condition for allowance. 



Dated: October 26, 2005 




Paul B. Stephens 
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